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T * 1., REASONS FOR REVIEW REQUEST 

In the application claims 1-15 remain pending. Claims 16-22 have been canceled without 
prejudice. No claims presently stand allowed. 

Pending claims 1-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being rendered obvious by 
Roddy alone (e.g., independent claim 1) or as further modified by the teachings of Yang. 

It is respectfully submitted that the rejection of the claims must be withdrawn for the 
reason that neither Roddy nor Yang, whether considered alone or in combination, disclose, teach, 
or suggest the elements set forth in the claims when the claims are considered "as a whole," i.e., 
considering each and every word. 

Turning to Roddy, it is respectfully submitted that Roddy simply fails to disclose, teach, 
or suggest a system in which a customer agent server in communication with a customer 
maintenance system extracts from a work order in the customer maintenance system information 
which identifies at least items expected to be used during a repair procedure to create an advance 
demand notice order for those items and which then uses a distributor system, which responds to 
the receipt of the advance demand notice, to initiate a staging of the items [specified in the work 
order] within the supply chain as is set forth in claim 1 . For this reason the rejection of the 
claims imder 35 U.S.C. § 103 must be withdrawn. 

As discussed extensively in the previously filed responses, Roddy discloses a system in 
which a monitoring system on board a vehicle monitors the operating parameters of the vehicle 
and which calls a data center (18) to thereby upload the operating parameters to the data center. 
The data center then examines the operating parameters received from the onboard monitoring 
system to determine if there exists a critical fault or anomaly in the vehicle. If a critical fault or 
anomaly is detected, the data center develops a service recommendation and the service 
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recommendation is then uploaded to an Internet web page by the data center. A user, e.g., 
service technician, may then be notified that the data center has uploaded a service 
recommendation to the Internet v^eb page by means of an email message, telephone call, fax, or 
other form of commxmication. A user may then access the Internet web page, review the service 
recommendation, and begin preparations for a repair activity prior to the vehicle arriving at a 
repair facility. 

From the foregoing, it is evident that the system disclosed within Roddy is not the same 
as or even similar to the system that is set forth in the claims. For example, neither the onboard 
monitoring system of Roddy nor the data center of Roddy can be said to extract information from 
a work order entered into a customer maintenance system, where the work order includes 
information that identifies a piece of equipment to be repaired and one or more items expected to 
be used during a repair procedure, to thereby create an advance demand notice for the items as is 
claimed. Instead of performing these operations, the onboard monitoring system of Roddy does 
nothing more than monitor vehicle operating parameters for uploading to the data center and the 
data center of Roddy does nothing more than receive the operating parameters when the 
operating parameters are uploaded to the data center by the onboard monitoring system. It is 
therefore evident that neither the onboard monitoring system of Roddy nor the data center of 
Roddy can be said to initiate the withdrawal, pulling, or taking out of information from a work 
order stored on another system, in particular a customer maintenance system, as appears to be 
alleged in the rejection of the claims. It is additionally respectfully submitted that Roddy not 
only fails to disclose that which is claimed but, by disclosing a system in which the data center 
generates a work order which is then uploaded by the data center to an Internet Web site as 
opposed to a system in which information is extracted from a work order stored within a 
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customer maintenance system for use in creating an advance demand notice, Roddy teaches 
directly against the system that is expressly set forth in the claims. Accordingly, for the reason 
that Roddy cannot be said to disclose any system that includes aU of the elements associated with 
the claimed "customer agent server" the rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103 must be 
withdrawn. 

Even assuming that Roddy does disclose some system that may operate to extract 
information from a work order stored in a customer maintenance system to thereby create an 
advance demand notice for items specified within the work order, which Roddy clearly does not, 
it is noted that Roddy still fails to disclose, teach, or suggest any system that operates to respond 
to the receipt of an advance demand notice (or even the work order generated by the data center 
for that matter) to initiate a staging of items within a supply chain to meet an expected use of the 
items during a repair procedure. Rather, than disclose, teach, or suggest the claimed distributor 
system which operates to cause a staging of items within a supply chain in response to receipt of 
an advance demand notice, in the system of Roddy a service technician is responsible for: a) 
manually retrieving the work order created and uploaded by the data center to an Internet web 
page; b) manually reviewing the work order created and uploaded by the data center to the 
Internet Web page and; c) manually initiating the movement of items to a service location for use 
in the repair procedure, i.e., team members gather or reserve the parts, (para 0087). Accordingly, 
for the further reason that Roddy cannot be said to disclose any system that includes aU of the 
elements associated with the claimed "distribution center" the rejection of the claims under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 must be withdrawn. 

As concerns the "official notice" that the use of intelligent agents is well established and 
well known, it is once again submitted that the mere fact that intelligent agents have existed in 
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the past does not teach or suggest reconstructing Roddy to include those claim elements that are 
clearly missing from Roddy in the first instance. A rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 requires that 
ah of the elements claimed be disclosed in one or more references and that the combination of 
these elements be suggested by the prior art. Thus, even assuming that the expert system of 
Roddy could be built using a plurality of technologies including but not limited to intelligent 
agents as asserted in the Advisory Action, it is respectfully questioned how the desire to build the 
system of Roddy so as to benefit from the use intelligent agents would further teach or suggest 
reconstructing Roddy to include that which is not included within Roddy in the first instance, for 
example, to include within Roddy the claimed system which operates to extract information from 
a work order entered into a customer maintenance system and use the information extracted from 
the work order in the customer maintenance system to create an advance demand notice for the 
items specified in the work order . Since the mere knowledge that intelligent agents exits cannot 
be said to cure the multitude of shortcomings within Roddy, it is respectfiiUy submitted that the 
espoused reconstruction of Roddy based upon the mere knowledge that intelligent agents exist 
and are beneficial is not only unduly speculative but further evidences that the motivation to 
reconstruct Roddy could only have been arrived at through the impermissible using of the subject 
application as the reconstruction guide. Therefore, for the yet fiirther reason that the mere 
knowledge that intelligent agents exist and are beneficial carmot be said to demonstrate that one 
of ordinary skill in the art, with no knowledge of the claimed invention, would have 
reconstructed Roddy to include those claimed elements which Roddy fails to disclose, teach, or 
suggest in the first instance, e.g., all of the elements of the claimed "customer agent server" 
and/or all of the elements of the claimed "distributor system," it is submitted that the rejection of 
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the claims fails to support a prima facie case of obviousness and the rejection of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. § 103 must be withdrawn. 

As discussed in the prior submitted response, since it has been demonstrated that the 
disclosure within Roddy is not sufficient to maintain the rejection of claim 1 tmder 35 U.S.C. § 
103, the Applicant has elected not to argue further the fact that Roddy fails to be "prior art" to 
the subject application for patent. The Applicant, however, reserves the right to further develop 
this ground of argument in the Appeal Brief should such action be necessary. Similarly, since 
nothing from Yang can be said to disclose, teach, or suggest modifying Roddy to include those 
claim elements that are clearly missing from Roddy, the Applicant has elected not to argue 
further the fact that Yang fails to be "prior art" to the subject application for patent. The 
Applicant, however, reserves the right to further develop this ground of argument in the Appeal 
Brief should such action be necessary. 
CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is in good and proper form for allowance. 
Such action of the part of the reviewing panel is respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any fee deficiency or credit overpayment to 
deposit account 50-2428 in the name of Greenberg Traurig. 

Respectfully Submitted; 



Date: November 4, 2005 



By: 




Gary R. Jarosi^: 
Reg. No. 35,906 
Greenberg Traurig, LLP 
77 W. Wacker Drive, Suite 2500 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
(312) 456-8449 
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